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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
AGENDA DATE: June 7, 2011 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department 
 
SUBJECT: Appeal Of The Architectural Board of Review Approval Of The 

Review After Final Of 336 North Milpas Street 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   

That the Council deny the appeal of Tony Fischer on behalf of the Mary Z. Frangos Trust, 
and uphold the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) approval of the Review After Final of 
the application of Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Market for changes to an entry tower, 
entry ramps, doors, and a roof parapet. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The proposed project involves the demolition of the existing buildings and the construction 
of a new one-story 11,468 square foot commercial building for Fresh & Easy 
Neighborhood Market.  The demolition of the buildings has already occurred with a 
separate building permit issued in March 2011.   

The project has involved multiple reviews by the ABR over the course of several years. 
The project received Preliminary Approval from the ABR in 2006.   The applicant 
requested and was granted three time extensions on this initial approval.  The project 
received an ABR Final Approval in January 2010 but returned again in March 2011 with 
some further project design refinements.   The ABR approved the Review After Final 
revision on April 4, 2011.  On April 14, 2011, an appeal of “ABR approvals” was filed by 
Tony Fischer on behalf of the Mary Z. Frangos Trust.   

The appellant requests that Council condition or amend the project approval, asserting that 
the proposed project should not have been approved without addressing their concerns.  
The appeal period for the Preliminary Approval expired in 2006.  The only decision that is 
appealable at this time is the approval of the Review After Final.  The appropriate 
standard of review on this type of appeal is whether the project design that received 
approval at the Review After Final substantially conforms to the original Preliminary 
Approval.  The Review After Final essentially serves as the most recent Final Approval.  
The appellant’s letter covers many issues that are not relevant to the question of 
substantial conformance with the Preliminary Approval and such discussions are not 
properly before the City Council at this time.  Although Staff believes the appeal raises 
issues not properly before the City Council at this time, this report responds to each 
concern raised by the appellant and provides brief explanations on why Staff and the ABR 
believe the project is consistent with all applicable policies and ordinances.  Staff suggests 
that Council limit the scope of issues to areas that can appropriately be appealed and 
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considered by the City Council at this late stage of City review.  Staff recommends that 
Council focus only on the changes that were involved with the latest ABR Review After 
Final approval. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

Project Description 

The 39,130 square foot project site is located in the Milpas neighborhood at the 
southeastern corner of Milpas Street and East Gutierrez Street (See site plan, 
Attachment 2).  The approved project involves the demolition of the existing buildings and 
the construction of a new one-story 11,468 square foot commercial building for Fresh & 
Easy Neighborhood Market.  The proposal includes 48 parking spaces, a voluntary merger 
of three lots totaling 39,130 square feet, and demolition of three existing non-residential 
buildings totaling 12,919 square feet.  The project will result in a Measure "E" square 
footage credit as the proposed size of the new building is 1,451 square feet smaller than 
the existing.  The demolition of the buildings has already occurred with a separate building 
permit issued in March 2011.  The ABR approval decision that is the subject of this appeal 
is for revisions to the ABR approved project that consists of changes to the entry tower, 
entry ramps, the doors on the northwest corner of the project site, and an alteration to 
the roof parapet on the south side. 

Background 

The ABR approved the Review After Final revision on April 4, 2011.  On April 14, 2011 an 
appeal of “ABR approvals” was filed by Tony Fischer on behalf of the Mary Z. Frangos 
Trust.  The appellant requests that Council condition or amend the project approval 
asserting that the proposed project should not have been approved without addressing 
their concerns.  The project received a preliminary approval on October 9, 2006 and a final 
approval on January 25, 2010.  The appeal periods for these approvals ended 10 days 
after the approvals, therefore the only decision that is appealable at this time are the 
project revisions which were the subject of the approval of the Review After Final.  The 
appropriate standard of review on this type of appeal is whether the project design that 
received approval at the Review After Final substantially conforms to the original 
Preliminary Approval of 2006.  The Review After Final essentially serves as the most 
recent Final Approval.  The appellant’s letter addresses issues that are not relevant to 
the question of substantial conformance with the Preliminary Approval and these points 
are not properly before the City Council at this time. 

Project History 

The ABR initially reviewed the project on June 5, 2006 and, after three review hearings, 
granted the Preliminary Approval on October 9, 2006 for a building design intended for a 
retail drugstore.   The design review process considers the exterior appearance of 
development not land use.  In 2009, the application was changed in terms of tenant but 
that did not change ABR purview.  The project requested and received three one-year time 
extensions of the Preliminary Approval giving a new expiration date of October 9, 2010. 
Four final review hearings were held and Final Approval was granted on January 25, 2010. 
For purposes of improving customer circulation into and out of the grocery story, the floor 
plan and entry area were revised resulting in exterior changes to the building’s tower 
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element, entry steps and ramps, landscaping planters, and a portion of the parapet roof.  
These changes returned to the ABR for a Review After Final hearing on the Consent 
Calendar on March 7, 2011 and the review was continued to the full board of the ABR.  
The ABR reviewed the changes on March 21 and on April 4 and approved the 
architectural changes with the final landscaping plan to return to the Consent Calendar 
(see Attachment 3). 
 
APPEAL ISSUES: 

The appellant is not asking the Council to deny the application; rather, the appeal letter 
(Attachment 1) asks Council to “take appropriate action to improve the project and to 
comply with applicable requirements.”  The following appellant’s issues are listed below 
and include staff’s position response where appropriate. 

Inadequate Notice Provided 

1. The project did not receive adequate notice of hearings at ABR, for several time 
extensions granted to the project and for the issuance of a demolition permit. 

Staff’s Position:  The City provided the required mailed notices 10 days in advance of first 
Concept Review ABR hearing to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property 
as required by the Municipal Code.  The mailed notice states clearly that it is the 
neighboring property owner’s responsibility to follow the project through the City design 
review process for scheduled future hearings, or request that they be added as an 
interested party to the development case so that all future ABR agendas are sent when 
the project returns for additional ABR reviews.  The file record shows notice was mailed 
out to Mr. Frangos for the Concept Review hearing.  In addition, other neighbors appeared 
at various ABR meetings. The proposed development project does not require land use 
discretionary approvals since it is fully allowed by the long-established zoning for this area.  
Furthermore, the Municipal Code does not require mailed notice to neighbors for the 
granting of time extension approvals or the issuance of demolition permits.   It is not 
unusual for projects to return to the Boards for Review After Final decisions to consider 
architectural changes and site plan revisions. These types of minor revisions to projects 
also do not trigger noticing beyond the ABR agenda itself. 

Inadequate Environmental Assessment 

2. Required environmental assessment not completed for the project regarding project 
design impacts related to the removal of contaminated soil and significant impacts 
on views. 

Staff’s Position:  The appellant has not provided any evidence to support this conclusion.  
Based on an analysis of the proposed project, the project qualifies for an exemption per 
CEQA Sections 15330 (soil remediation) and 15302 (Replacement or Reconstruction).  
Staff has thoroughly reviewed the project and found that there are no significant 
environmental effects and that the project is consistent with the C-2 Zone and the General 
Plan policies. City planning staff reviewed the Remediation and Corrective Action Plan 
which was designed to remediate hazardous materials on the project site. The Plan 
would cover 2,250 square feet and would extend approximately 12 feet below grade.  
This would result in 1,000 cubic yards of soils being removed from the site and sent to a 
facility licensed to take hazardous materials.  An estimated 100 truck trips would be 
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required to transport the soils to the landfill and another 100 trips would be required to 
replace the contaminated soils.  Since the total 200 remediation truck trips would occur 
only once, to remediate an existing condition, this impact would not be significant. 

The City applied standard conditions of approval to the project to help reduce short-term 
construction related impacts such as traffic relating to truck trips generated during 
construction (see Attachment 4). 

A one-story structure replacing an existing one-story structure does not usually present 
concerns regarding view blockage.  No public concerns were voiced to the ABR regarding 
the proposed 28 foot maximum height building.   The ABR determined that the original 
design and revised design were acceptable for the neighborhood.   Staff recommends that 
Council review the latest architectural design changes to determine whether the proposed 
revisions substantially conform with the previously approved design. 

Inadequate review of Grading Plans 

3. & 4. The ABR did not provide adequate review of the grading and drainage plans and 
the plan information is incomplete. 

Staff’s Position: Not substantial appeal issues.  It is staff’s position that appropriate 
consideration has been given to the proposed plan at the ABR level.  The project site is 
relatively flat.  Potential drainage Impacts and floodplain compliance related to proposed 
grading of the site are typically reviewed as part of building permitting stage. The proposal 
receives initial staff review to determine that the base flood elevation is being met.  The 
Architectural Board of Review (ABR) review approval process is not the appropriate venue 
for addressing drainage and floodplain compliance concerns that are handled by Building 
and Safety during plan check. 

Inadequate review and consideration of perimeter block walls 

5. & 6. Proposed 8 foot tall cinder block wall at perimeter of site will obstruct significant 
existing views and design should be revised. 

Staff’s Position:  The ABR determined the proposed 8 foot block perimeter wall to be 
suitable for this site.  The adjacent property owner who resides in a residential building 
east of the subject at 920 E. Gutierrez Street supports the proposed wall to help buffer the 
properties (see Attachment 5).  It is not unusual to have these types of sound block walls 
along the perimeter of grocery stores and parking lots adjacent to residential uses. 

Drawings do not reflect actual conditions relating to location and size of street trees 
and project design will not provide for adequate public sidewalk widths 

7. & 8. The plans are inaccurate and the project violates MC sections 22.60.110 and 
22.60.290 for minimum sidewalk widths.  If project had a more suitable setback, the 
project would comply and the trees could be protected.  

Staff’s Position:  The project does not violate any Municipal Code requirements. The 
code sections cited above by the appellant involve public sidewalk improvements for 
subdivisions.  The project proposes to maintain the long-existing 8 foot sidewalk width 
fronting along Milpas Street. There are two existing public trees (Indian Laurel Figs)  along 
the Milpas Street frontage where the sidewalk widths are reduced due to the large size of 
existing street trees and trunks. The project design does not comply with 
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recommendations of City's Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) for frontage improvement 
dimensions, which are 2.5' frontage zone, 8' sidewalk, 4' parkway, and 6" curb.  However, 
in this particular case, Public Works Transportation Staff did not believe it was fair to apply 
these new PMP standards to a project that had  submitted a complete application before 
the PMP was finalized and approved. Although Public Works would normally recommend 
these improvements on new buildings subject to approval by the Planning Commission, 
there is less nexus for these improvements for a project which only needs ABR design 
review.  

Inadequate Findings Made 

9. ABR failed to make findings required by Chapter 22.68 of the code. 

Staff’s Position:  Not a substantial issue and not applicable for project.  Preliminary 
approval for this project site was first granted in 2006 by the ABR for a similar building 
size, height and design (Long’s).  The ABR’s “project compatibility criteria” were not 
adopted by the City Council until 2008.  Section 22.68.045 C1 indicates the ABR shall 
consider the compatibility criteria during the course of its review of the project design prior 
to the issuance of preliminary design approval for the project.  

No information on utility easements shown on plans 

10. The existence and location of utility easements through property are not part of plan 
submittal. 

Staff’s Position:  Not a substantial issue. The information on utility easements is not 
required to be shown on ABR approved plans.  The information is presented for review 
through the building permitting stage. 

Project will have noise and use impacts 

11. Restrictions on hours of operation and the hours for deliveries would be appropriate 
and necessary to minimize impacts on residential uses in the area. 

Staff’s Position:  Not a substantial issue.  As stated earlier in staff report.  The proposed 
market use is consistent with allowed uses for C-2 Commercial zoning.  No special land 
use approvals are required for this application and, as a result, Staff can not condition this 
business to restrict hours of operation or hours for deliveries unless the business 
voluntarily agrees to these types of limitations.   Staff has encouraged that Mr. Frangos 
discuss operational concerns directly with applicant. 

Project violates recommendations outlined in 2006 Historic Structures Report 

12. Recommendations to maintain building setback and for an art deco design were not 
followed by the ABR and the building will not be in keeping with existing and 
neighboring buildings. 

Staff’s Position:   The former buildings were studied and found to not be historically 
significant in a Historic Structure Report accepted by the HLC in 2006.   The report 
preparer indicated the demolition of the building could proceed and not pose a significant 
adverse impact, but made two advisory recommendations on the future design for the 
replacement building (see attachment 6).  Staff agrees that these advisory 
recommendations were part of the HLC acceptance of the report and intended to be 
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subsequently forwarded to the ABR for consideration.   The ABR were recently reminded 
of these advisory recommendations and some ABR members indicated they were 
unaware of these prior advisory recommendations while reviewing the Return After Final 
tower changes along Milpas Street.  The majority of the ABR believed it was too late to 
consider these and accepted the current building design. 
 
CONCLUSION: 

The proposed project received ABR Preliminary Approval in 2006.   This appeal is from a 
decision on Review After Final.  Therefore, the question before the Council is whether the 
revised project as approved in the Review After Final substantially conforms to the design 
that received Preliminary Approval.  Staff believes that the changes approved in the 
Review After Final are in substantial conformance with the Preliminary Approval and that 
the project continues to be consistent with the original plan approvals for the project site. 

It is staff’s position that the building design is compatible with the neighborhood and that 
the Architectural Board of Review appropriately considered all relevant design issues 
pertaining to the application and to approve the design of the proposed project.  The 
building design, loading dock, and parking configuration locations were given thorough 
consideration (see Attachment 2). Therefore, staff recommends that the Council deny the 
appeal and uphold the approval of the project. 
 
NOTE: The project plans have been separately delivered to the City Council for their 

review and are available for public review in the City Clerk’s Office. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Appellant’s letter dated April 13, 2011  

2. Site Plan, Landscape Site Plan and Building Elevations 
3. ABR Minutes 
4. ABR Conditions of Approval 
5. Letter from adjoining neighbor dated May 6, 2011 
6. Historic Structures Report Excerpt dated August 30, 2006 

 
PREPARED BY: Jaime Limón, Senior Planner II 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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ABR MINUTES 
336 N. MILPAS STREET 

MST2006-00236 
 

March 7, 2011 

ABR - REVIEW AFTER FINAL  Referred to Full Board from today’s Consent Calendar 

Actual time: 3:29     
 
Present:  Shawn Unsell, Architect; Bob Cunningham, Landscape Architect. 
 

Mr. Limon informed the Board that a request for postponement was received from the adjacent 
property owner, Constantino Frangos, because he did not receive a meeting agenda as requested.  
Mr. Limon recommended that the Board postpone hearing the item to allow adequate public 
comment.   
 
Tony Fisher, representing Constantino Frangos, stated that his client did not receive noticing and 
would like adequate time to review changes to the plans as the adjacent property will be impacted 
by the project.   
 
Mr. Limon provided background project information from a historic structures report that 
recommended retaining a setback from Milpas Street similar to the demolished structures.  Mr. 
Limon indicated that this Review After Final moves a portion of the proposed structure closer to 
Milpas Street.   

 
Public comment was opened at 3:48 p.m.  As no one else wished to speak, public comment was closed.   
 
Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:  

1) Study the ADA ramped corner of the site for a solution that does not include 
a step in the sidewalk.  

2) Study the parapet on south elevation for a better transition between high and 
low parapets.  

3) The proposed tower changes are unacceptable as presented. Study increasing 
the setback from the sidewalk, and study connections to adjacent structures at 
the west and north elevations.  

4) Study increasing the landscape wherever possible. 
5) Provide sections through the mechanical equipment area, the roof, and the 

parapet to verify that rooftop equipment will be screened.   
Action:  Aurell/Mosel, 6/0/0.  Motion carried. (Rivera stepped down) 
 

 
1/25/2010 ABR Consent Calendar 

FINAL REVIEW 

Final Approval as submitted of landscaping, and Final Approval of architecture as noted: 
1)  On Sheet 03, square off the northwest corner. 
2)  On Sheet 04, remove the hip roof at the northwest corner and replace with a shed roof 

returning to the tower. 
3)  Use a two-piece mission tile instead of S-tile. 

ATTACHMENT 3 
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12/14/2009 ABR Full Board 

FINAL REVIEW 

(6:45) 
 

Present: Sean Onsell, Perkowitz & Ruth Architects; Larry Tanji, Broker; and Bob 
Cunningham, Landscape Architect. 

 

Public comment opened at 7:13 p.m.  As no one wished to speak, public comment was 
closed. 
 

An opposition letter from Paula Westbury was acknowledged by the Board. 
 
Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Consent Calendar with comments: 

1) Study the wrought iron on the Milpas Street elevation. 
2) Study removing the guard rail along the north walkway and replace 

with landscaping. 
3) Provide an additional awning on the east elevation. 
4) Study the confluence to the building’s north eastern corner tower 

element and how it relates to the building; applicant to consider 
moving it forward to the sidewalk. 

5) Study the northwest corner of the building and the connection of the 
hip roof and tower element. 

Action: Aurell/Mosel, 4/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Rivera/Zink stepped down; 
Gross/Sherry absent). 

 
11/30/2009 ABR Full Board 

FINAL REVIEW 

(4:59) 
 
Present: Sean Unsell, Perkowitz & Ruth Architects; and Bob Cunningham, 

Landscape Architect. 
 
Public comment opened at 5:19 p.m.  As no one wished to speak, public comment was 
closed. 
 
A letter of concern from Paula Westbury was acknowledged by the Board. 
 
Motion: Continued two weeks to the Full Board with comments: 

1) Revise the wrought iron grill to be more of a Spanish revival style. 
2) Study the color scheme and provide a darker color than the “Acadia 

Antique” patina (key note “M” of the color schedule). 
3) Reduce the height of the light fixtures to a maximum 14 feet above 

grade or paved surface. Provide a light shield /cut off fixture to avoid 
light nuisance to the surrounding neighborhood. 
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4) Study the outdoor seating to either relocate to a more appropriate 
location, or eliminate the outdoor seating area and replace with 
increased landscaping and benches. 

5) Study the pedestrian street entry and the tower elements.  The Milpas 
and Gutierrez Street entry should be the primary pedestrian entry in 
scale and operation, and the rear parking lot entry shall be the 
secondary entry. 

6) Study the shape of the round awning over the rear entrance. 
7) Study the service doors on the Milpas Street frontage (in front of the 

access ramp). Solutions could include providing wooden doors and/or 
add landscaping screening. 

Action: Mosel/Gross, 5/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Zink/Rivera stepped down, Aurell 
absent.) 

 
 
11/16/2009 ABR Full Board 

FINAL REVIEW 

 (8:01) 
 
Present: Sean Unsell, Project Manager for Perkowitz & Ruth Architects. 
 
Public comment opened at 8:12 p.m.  As no one wished to speak, public comment was 
closed. 
 

An opposition letter from Paula Westbury was acknowledged by the Board. 
 
Motion: Continued two weeks to Full Board with comments:  

1) Provide all exterior door, window, and building articulation details and 
finishes, floor plans, sections, and elevations. 

2) Study the original preliminary approval design for style and details, 
specifically regarding the entry tower and how it relates to the entry. 

3) Revise the copper finial on the roof. 
4) Revise the wrought iron arched areas for planting on the street side. 
5) Study the proportion of the brick finish archway on the street 

elevation. 
6) Apply a more subtle use of the alternate tile pattern. 
7) Study the proportion of the windows with the architectural style. 
8) Study a color palette more indigenous to the Santa Barbara “Spanish 

Revival” style, and return with alternative color schemes. The brown 
brick veneer is not acceptable; provide another color proposal.  
Provide an alternate wainscot color between the three columns. 

9) Remove all references to signage.  All signage is to be reviewed by the 
Sign Committee under a separate application.  

LANDSCAPING: 
1) Provide a complete landscape plan, including all existing street trees. 
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2) Provide significant landscaping along the patio edge, the street 
elevation, and the Gutierrez Street elevation. 

Action: Gilliland/Rivera, 5/0/0.  Motion carried.  (Zink/Sherry/Gross absent). 
 

Additional Board comment: 
Rather than the split face block wall around the parking lot (to be covered in planting 
vines), one Board member preferred that it be a blank wall instead (covered in planting 
vines). 

 
 
10/5/2009 Consent Calendar 

CONTINUED ITEM 

(Preliminary Approval was granted 10/9/2006. Two one-year time extensions have been 
granted.  Applicant is requesting a third one-year time extension.) 
 
Approval of a one-year time extension with findings made that there are no changes 
proposed to the original design that received Preliminary Approval. 
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10/6/2008 CONSENT CALENDAR  

REFERRED BY FULL BOARD 

(Preliminary Approval granted 10/9/2006. A one year time extension was granted on 10/8/2007.  
Final Approval is requested of architecture and landscaping.) 
 
One year time-extension granted. 
 
 
10/9/2006 ABR Full Board 

PRELIMINARY  REVIEW 

(6:29)   
 
Present: Paul Poirier, Architect; Katie Corliss, Associate.   
 
Motion: Preliminary Approval and continued to Consent Calendar with the following 

comments: 
1)  Refinements to the current scheme are successful; however:   

a. The applicant should study upgrading the materials at the entry stairway 
approach.   

b. Reconsider the coloration for the type of block used at the proposed walls.   
c. Increase the recess of windows on Milpas Street to twelve inches.   
d. Increase landscape opportunities at the south parking lot by "saw-toothing" at 

the curb.   
e. Include vines along the block walls.   

2)  Final Approval may be made at Consent Calendar. 
Action: LeCron/Sherry, 8/0/0.  Motion carried. 
 
 
8/21/2006 ABR Full Board 

CONCEPT REVIEW  (Continued) 

(6:59) 
 
Present: Paul Poirier, Architect; Joe Cavenaugh, Longs Drug Store. 
 
Public comment opened at 7:12 p.m.,  
Georgine Eccleston, resident, in favor; however, expressed concern regarding maintenance of the 
proposed fence.  
 
Public comment closed at 7:18 p.m. 
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Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Full Board with the following comments:   
1)  The Board appreciates the revised site plan with the loading dock concealed in 

the rear, and the relocated trash enclosures.   
2)  The Board appreciates the building creating a strong edge on Milpas Street.   
3)  The majority of the Board appreciates the preservation of the tree at the corner 

of Milpas and Gutierrez Streets.   
4)  The majority of the Board likes the two entry tower.  Continue to study and 

refine the tower entry at the Milpas Street corner.   
5)  Study the consistent use of brick at the wainscot.  
6)  Study increasing plate height of the middle portion of the mansard roof facing 

Milpas Street to give better articulation to the individual buildings.   
7)  On the Milpas Street elevation, study incorporating full height glass display 

windows, which should be recessed as much as possible at the center portion 
of the building elevation.  

 8)  Restudy the east elevation.   
 9)  Study adding design detail to the south elevation gable form.  10) Study the 

use of planters, in lieu of pots, under the west wall arches as a more 
maintainable solution.   

Action: LeCron/Wienke, 8/0/0.   
 
 
6/5/2006 ABR FULL BOARD CONCEPT REVIEW 

CONCEPT REVIEW  (New) 

(3:50) 
 
Paul Poirier, Architect; Derrik Eichelberger for EHE Realty Co.; and Joe Cavanaugh for Longs 
Drugs, present. 
 
Public comment opened at 3:59 p.m. 
 
Mr. Ricardo Shi, neighbor, expressed concern regarding the proposed project's fencing, and trash 
receptacle, size and appearance, including any possible negative impact on his privacy and 
public view. 
 
Ms. Georgine Eccleston, neighbor, expressed concern regarding the proposed project's fencing, 
trash receptacle, repositioning of driveway, decorative wall, and location of the proposed utility 
poles. 
 
Public comment closed at 4:09 p.m. 
 
Motion: Continued indefinitely to Full Board with the following comments:   

1)  The Board finds that the current proposal is replacing one of the nicest 
examples on Milpas Street, and would like to see a revised proposal that 
emulates many of those good attributes.   
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2)  An identifiable pedestrian entrance along Milpas Street or at the corner is 
desirable.   

3)  The Board would look for pedestrian space along Milpas Street that sets the 
building back far enough to maintain some of the Riviera mountain views.   

4)  As to traffic circulation, it would be preferable to have the parking less 
apparent from Milpas Street and yet allow for vehicle access.   

5)  As to the architectural mass, it would be preferable to have the building broken 
up into smaller components and have a more "village-like" quality, as opposed 
to the big box-like retail look as currently presented.   

6)  It would be a real asset to the proposed project to keep the jacaranda tree at the 
front corner.   

7)  Some functional relationships of necessary elements such as the trash and 
loading dock areas should not be visible from the street and the adjacent 
residential neighbors.   

8)  The proposed project should represent a true retail experience, especially 
along Milpas Street, and not present a false façade alluding to activities 
behind an adorned blank wall.   

9)  The domed form on the building alludes to an entry even though not authentic, 
and should be an actual entry expression or pronounced entrance.   

10) Applicant should return with photo documentation of composite street 
elevations.   

11) Applicant shall include accommodation for shopping carts and any future 
vending machines on the revised proposal. 

Action: Mudge/Sherry, 7/0/0. (Romano stepped down) 
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